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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
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1 )M Responsive to communication(s) filed on February 12, 2007 amendment . 
2a)K This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 
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closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quay/e, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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Response to Arguments 
L Applicants arguments filed February 12, 2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not deemed persuasive. Applicant argues that the two co-located base stations "use PN code 
offset from one another by a predetermined amount" and therefore both systems operate on the 
CDMA standard, the Examiner disagrees with this reasoning. First of all, there is not just one 
CDMA standard as disclosed in Applicants admitted prior art see 0002. Secondly, Padovani 
states throughout the specification: that the systems are different (Column 1, Lines 8-11); that 
the two systems can have dissimilar characteristics (Column 4, lines 50-52) and that the handoff 
is an intersystem handoff. Muller, US Patent 6,845,238, describes intersystem handoff as a 
handoff from a network of a first technology type / generation (e.g. UTRAN) to a network of a 
second technology type / generation (e.g. IS-95, CDMA 2000) (Abstract and Column 8, Lines 
45-52). Rinne et al, US Patent 6,725,058, describes intersystem handoff as a handoff between 
second, third, fourth, etc generation radio access technologies (Column 3, Lines 21-24). Kubota, 
US Patent Publication 2001/0007819, describes intersystem handoff between systems, which are 
differentiated by system providers, communication principles, channel protocols, and various 
other different specifications (0056). The Examiner has provided several other references 
teaching intersystem handoff as a handoff between two systems with different standards. 

Both Padovani and Lindskog et al. are in the related art of handoff in a cellular 
communication system and the invention of Lindskog et al. would enhance the system of 
Padovani by optimizing performance and reducing interference in systems which have combined 
narrow beam antennas with wide beam antennas (Columns land 2 of Lindskog). 



Application/Control Number: 10/080,889 
Art Unit: 2617 



Page 3 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth 
in section 102 of this tide, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1,6,16 and 21 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Padovani (U.S. Patent No. 5,937,019) in view of Lindskog et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,804,522). 

Referring to claims 1, and 16, Padovani teaches for use in a base transceiver station of a 
wireless communication system, an apparatus for supporting dual standards (Figure 4) 
comprising: utilizing a first standard (Column 1, Lines 3-38, Column 5, Lines 13-18 and Column 
1 1, Lines 13-15) within a coverage area (Figure 4, 126,128 and 130) and using a second standard 
(Column 1, Lines 39-41 & Column 11, Lines 10-1 1) within the coverage area (Figure 4, 126,128 
and 130) and providing handoff between the two standards (Column 5, Lines 13-18), but does 
not teach handoff between a sectored antenna system for wireless communications and an omni 
antenna system for wireless communications. Lindskog et al teaches handoff between a sectored 
antenna system for wireless communications and an omni antenna system for wireless 
communications (Column 1, Lines 53-61 and Column 2, Lines 47-48). Therefore at the time the 
invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the art of Padovani with the teaching of Lindskog et al. of providing handoff between a 
sectored antenna system for wireless communications and an omni antenna system for wireless 
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communications to optimize performance and minimize interference of a cellular communication 
system (Column 2, Lines 45-54). 

Referring to claim 6 and 21, Padovani teaches for use in a wireless communications 
system, an apparatus for supporting dual standards (Figure 4) comprising: utilizing a first 
standard (Column 1, Lines 3-38, Column 5, Lines 13-18 and Column 1 1, Lines 13-15) within a 
first coverage area (Figure 4, 126) and utilizing a second standard (Column 1, Lines 39-41 & 
Column 1 1, Lines 10-i 1) within the first coverage area (Figure 4, 126); and utilizing the first 
standard (Column 1, Lines 3-38, Column 5, Lines 13-18 and Column 11, Lines 13-15) within a 
second coverage area (Figure 4, 128) and utilizing the second standard (Column 1, Lines 39-41 
& Column 11, Lines 10-11) within the second coverage area (Figure 4, 128) and providing 
handoff between the two standards (Column 5, Lines 13-18), but does not teach handoff between 
a sectored antenna system for wireless communications and an omni antenna system for wireless 
communications. Lindskog et al. teaches handoff between a sectored antenna system for wireless 
communications and an omni antenna system for wireless communications (Column 1, Lines 53- 
61 and Column 2, Lines 47-48). Therefore at the time the invention was made, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the art of Padovani with the 
teaching of Lindskog et al. providing handoff between a sectored antenna system for wireless 
communications and an omni antenna system for wireless communications to optimize 
performance and minimize interference of a cellular communication system (Column 2, Lines 
45-54). 
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3. Claims 2,7, 17 and 22 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Padovani and Lindskog et al. and further in view of Haartsen (U.S. Patent No. 6,1 12,088). 

Referring to claims 2, 7, 17 and 22, Padovani and Lindskog et al. teach the limitations of 
claims 2,7,17 and 22 but do not teach wherein one of the first and second standards is compatible 
with the other of the first and second standards. Haartsen teaches wherein one of the first and 
second standards is compatible with the other of the first and second standards (Column 4, Lines 
19-26). Therefore at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the art of Padovani and Lindskog et al. with the teaching of 
Haartsen wherein one of the first and second standards is compatible with the other of the first 
and second standards to eliminate the need for additional transmit and receive circuitry within 
the mobile terminal (Column 4, Lines 26-28). 

4. Claims 3,8, 18 and 23 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Padovani and Lindskog et al. and further in view of Gerdisch et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,41,566). 

Referring to claims 3, 8, 18 and 23, Padovani and Lindskog et al. teach the limitations of 
claims 3,8,18 and 23 but do not teach upon failure of wireless communications utilizing the other 
of the first and second standards within the coverage area, wireless communications utilizing the 
other of the first and second standards within the coverage area is resumed with the antenna 
system employed for the compatible one of the first and second standards. Gerdisch et al. teaches 
upon failure of wireless communications utilizing the other of the first and second standards 
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within the coverage area, wireless communications utilizing the other of the first and second 
standards within the coverage area is resumed with the antenna system employed for the 
compatible one of the first and second standards (Figure 2, 206 & 208 and Column 6, Lines 1-5). 
Therefore at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the teaching of Padovani and Lindskog et al. with the teaching of 
Gerdisch et al. wherein upon failure of wireless communications utilizing the other of the first 
and second standards within the coverage area, wireless communications utilizing the other of 
the first and second standards within the coverage area is resumed with the antenna system 
employed for the compatible one of the first and second standards to provide continued 
communication when a link fails (Column 5, Line 65 to Column 6, Line 7). 

5. Claims 4, 5, 9, 10, 19, 20, 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Padovani and Lindskog et al. and further in view of Lee et al. (U.S. .Patent 
Publication No. 2003/0123479). 

Referring to claims 4, 9, 19 and 24, Padovani and Lindskog et al. teach the limitations of 
claims 4,9,19 and 24, but do not teach wherein the first. standard is IS-2000 and the second 
standard is one of IxEV-DO and IxEV-DV. Lee et al teaches wherein the first standard is IS- 
2000 and the second standard is one of IxEV-DO and lxEV-DV (0024). Therefore, at the time 
the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the art of Padovani and Lindskog et al. with the teaching of Lee et al wherein the first 
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standard is IS-2000 and the second standard is one of lxEV-DO and IxEV-DV to provide a 
mobile subscriber with a packet service as well as a voice service (0024). 

Referring to claims 5, 10, 20 and 25, Padovani and Lindskog et al. teach the limitations of 
claims 5, 10,20 and 25, but do not teach wherein the first standard is one of IxEV-DO and IxEV - 
DV and the second standard is IS-2000. Lee et al teaches wherein the fist standard is one of 
IxEV-DO and IxEV-DV and the second standard is IS-2000 (0024). Therefore, at the time the 
invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the art of Padovani and Lindskog et al. with the teaching of Lee et al wherein the first 
standard is one of IxEV-DO and IxEV-DV and the second standard is IS-2000 to provide a 
mobile Subscriber with a packet service as well as a voice service (0024). 

6. Claims 1 1,12,13,26,27 and 28 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Padovani in view of Lindskog et al. in view of Haartsen and further in view of Gerdisch et 
al. 

Referring to claims 1 1 and 26, Padovani teaches for use in a base transceiver station of a 
wireless communications system, an apparatus for supporting dual standards (Figure 4) 
comprising: utilizing a first standard (Column 1, Lines 3-38, Column 5, Lines 13-18 and Column 
11, Lines 13-15) within a coverage area (Figure 4, 126,128 & 130); and utilizing a second 
standard (Column 1, Lines 39-41 & Column 1 1, Lines 10-11) within the coverage area (Figure 4, 
126,128 & 130) and handing off between the standards (Column 5, Lines 13-18), but does not 
teach handing off between a sectored antenna system for wireless communications and an omni 
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antenna system for wireless communications. Lindskog et al. handling off between a sectored 
antenna system for wireless communications and an omni antenna system for wireless 
communications (Column 1, Lines 53-61 and Column 2, Lines 47-48). Therefore at the time the 
invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the art of Padovani with the teaching of Lindskog et al. of handing off between a 
sectored antenna system for wireless communications and an omni antenna system for wireless 
communications to optimize performance and minimize interference of a cellular communication . 
system (Column 2, Lines 45-54). Padovani and Lindskog et al. teach the limitations of claims 1 1 
and 26, but do not teach wherein one of the first and second standards is compatible with the 
other of the first and second standards. Haartsen teaches wherein one of the first and second 
standards is compatible with the other of the first and second standards (Column 4, Lines 19-26). 
Therefore at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the art of Padovani and Lindskog et al. with the teaching of Haartsen 
wherein one of the first and second standards is compatible with the other of the first and second 
standards to eliminate the need for additional transmit and receive circuitry within the mobile 
terminal (Column 4, Lines 26-28). Padovani, Lindskog et al. and Haartsen teach the limitations 
of claims 1 1 and 26 but do not teach upon failure of wireless communications utilizing the other 
of the first and second standards within the coverage area, wireless communications utilizing the 
other of the first and second standards within the coverage area is resumed with the antenna 
system employed. Gerdisch et al. teaches upon failure of wireless communications utilizing the 
other of the first and second standards within the coverage area (Figure 2, 206 & 208), wireless 
communications utilizing the other of the first and second standards within the coverage area is 
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resumed with the antenna system employed (Column 6, Lines 1-5). Therefore at the time the 
invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the teaching of Padovani, Lindskog et al. and Haartsen with the teaching of Gerdisch et 
al. wherein upon failure of wireless communications utilizing the other of the first and second 
standards within the coverage area, wireless communications utilizing the other of the first and 
second standards within the coverage area is resumed with the antenna system employed to 
provide continued communication when a link fails (Column 5, Line 65 to Column 6, Line 7). 

Referring to claims 12 and 27, Lindskog et al. further teaches wherein the first antenna 
system is a sectored system and the second antenna system is an Omni system (Column 2, Lines 
47-48). Referring to claims 13 and 28, Lindskog et al further teaches wherein the first antenna 
system is an omni system and the second antenna system is a sectored system (Column 2, Lines 
47-48). 7. Claims 14, 15, 29 and 30 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Padovani, Lindskog et al., Haartsen and Gerdisch et al. in view of Lee et al. Referring to claims 
14 and 29, Padovani, Lindskog et al., Haartsen and Gerdisch et al. teach the limitations of claims 
14 and 29, but do not teach wherein the first standard is IS-2000 and the second standard is one 
of IxEV-DO and IxEV-DV. Lee et al teaches wherein the first standard is IS-2000 and the 
second standard is one of IxEV-DO and IxEV-DV (0024). Therefore, at the time the invention 
was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the art 
of Padovani, Lindskog et al., Haartsen and Gerdisch et al. with the teaching of Lee et al wherein 
the first standard is IS-2000 and the second standard is one of IxEV-DO and IxEV-DV to 
provide a mobile subscriber with a packet service as well as a voice service (0024). 
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Referring to claims 15 and 30, Padovani, Lindskog et al., Haartsen and Gerdisch et al. 
teach the limitations of claims 15 and 30, but do not teach wherein the first standard is one of 
IxEV-DO and IxEV-DV and the second standard is IS-2000. Lee et al teaches wherein the frst 
standard is one of IxEV-DO and IxEV-DV and the second standard is IS-2000 (0024). Therefore, 
at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a . person of ordinary skill in 
the art to combine the art of Padovani, Lindskog et aL, Haartsen and Gerdisch et al. with the 
teaching of Lee et al wherein the first standard is one of IxEV-DO and IxEV-DV and the second 
standard is IS-2000 to provide a mobile Subscriber with a packet service as well as a voice 
service (0024). 

Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James D. Ewart whose telephone number is (571) 272-7864. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7am - 4pm. If attempts to reach the examiner by 
telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, William Trost can be reached on (571) 
272-7872. The fax phone numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned are (571) 273-8300 for regular communications and (571) 273-8300 for After Final 
communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (571) 272-2600. 



April 13, 2007 



James Ewi 





